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LETTERS ON ELECTION, 
By Richard Wright of Glasgow, (Scotland. ) 
(Concluded from page 149.) 

LETTER X. 

Dear Sir—1 hope the statement which I have 
siven of the Scripture doctrine of Election, and its 
connexion with the Ugiversal Restoration, will be 
admitted by the serious and impartial reader to be 
of great practical utility. 

Election, as maintained by many of its advocates, 
nas, | fear, been a stumbling-block to sinners. 
Some have presumed, that, if included in the cho- 
sen number, their salvation must be secure, let them 
act as they will; and that, if not of that number, 
they have supposed, not all they can do, not all the 
means they can make use of, can ever change an 
irreversible decree, which has excluded them from 
salvation, or prevent their inevitable damnation. I 
will do serious and pious Calvinists the justice to 
say, they have frequently laboured to guard their 
doctrine from such a construction; bat the thing 
has been, and still must be, in many instances, im- 
possible, as their statement of it seems evidently to 
lead to such a conclusion. Its baneful influence 
has been counteracted where its adherents have 
been influenced by real piety, but no where else; 
and such counteraction is to be ascribed solely to 
the dispositions of individuals being better than 
their ideas. I trust the representation given in my 
Letters completely sets aside the baneful conclusion 
to which Calvinian election is liable ; for it goes di- 
rectly to show, that the elect cannot be made happy 
iny farther than they are obedient to God and use- 
tultomen; and that the non-elect are not excluded 
from salvation, or from the enjoyment of any bless- 
ing necessary to their happiness, by their non- 
election; but that, on the contrary, the door of sal- 
vation is kept open before them, and all the means 
of happiness afforded them, through the medium of 
the elect; that nothing can keep them from being 
saved and made completely happy, but their wilful 
rejection of the gospel, and continued rebellion 
against God. Does it not hence appear, that our 
views of election have greatly the advantage over 
Calvinian election, in point of practical tendency ? 

Calvinian election has frequently operated as a 
discouragement to sinners, when truly awakened 
to see their lost, helpless, perishing condition. 
Conceivirig that God loves only a chosen few—that 
Christ died only for them—that the gospel is in- 
tended to save none else—and, not being able to 
discover any evidence of their being of that num- 


if not to desperation itself; when, had they been 
informed, that all the peculiar manifestations of 
divine love, the operations of distinguishing grace, 
and God’s election of his people, are intended to 
open the way for him to manifest his love to all his 
creatures, and make the whole world happy, they 
would have been encouraged to hope in divine 
mercy, to look unto Jehovah for his salvation, in- 
stead of being discouraged. The latter is the light 
in which I have endeavoured to place the subject; 
hence, I conclude, that my statement is calculated 
to be useful to sensible sinners. 

Calvinists and Arminians have never completely 
refuted, never can completely refute each other, so 
long as both remain on their present ground. They 
are both right and both wrong. Before I wasa 
Universalist, I was convinced that there must be 
some medium between their different systeins. 
When the Calvinist contends, that the love of God 
is unchangeable—that all for whom Christ died 
shall be made happy—that the counsel of God shall 
stand, and all his gracious designs be carried into 
effect—he has Scripture to support him; and all 
his opponents, however acute their reasoning, can- 
not refute Ats positions. When the Arminian as- 
serts that God loves al! mankind—taat Christ died 
for the whole world—and that the Most High‘de- 
sires the happiness of all his creatures—the lively 
Oracles afford such decisive evidence of the tuth 
of his positions, that all the arguments his oppo- 
nents are masters of, however great logicians they 
may be, can never set them aside. But when the 
Calvinist contends, that the love of God, the uni- 
versal Creator and governor of the world, is re- 
stricted to a part of his creatures—that Christ died 
for none but that part—and that he who is good to 
all, and whose tender mercies are over all his works, 
never intended to make any others happy—vreason 
revolts, Scripture furnishes evidence against him, 
and the Arminian will oppose him with success. 
And when the Arminian asserts, that the love of 
God may change—that sinners are capable of ex- 
tinguishing it—that millions of those for whom 
Christ died, and whom God intended to make hap- 
py, will be endlessly miserable—right reason cannot 
approve it, Scripture protests against such ideas, 
and the Calvinist will triumph. This appearing to 
me to be the true state of the case, I conclude, that 
the long continued controversy, between the two 
parties, never can be so settled as for both to unite, 
with complete harmony, in the cause of Christ and 
human happiness, but by both receiving a more 
perfect system of truth, which shall comprise the 
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leading doctrines of both. Such a system IJ think 





a 





















































GOSPEL HERALD. 





my Letters calculated to promote; therefore, I 
think my statement calculated to be of practical 
utility. 

A professed unbeliever will be able to prove, that 
the systemsof Calvin and Arminius are unworthy of 
that infinite wisdom, power, and goodness, whereby 
the world was made and is governed. He will say, 
that a system which represents the Father of the 
universe as loving and making provision for the 
happiness of only a part of his creatures, could 
never proceed from the God of infinite goodness. 
And he will say, that the opposite system, which 
supposes him to love all, and design the happiness 
of all, but that, after a few years, he will cease to 
love a considerable part of his creatures, and be 
baffled by them, and disappointed in his benevolent 
designs to all eternity, could never be communi- 
cated to men by him who is almighty and un- 
changeable ; that if such be the doctrines of the 
Scriptures, they cannot be a divine revelation, be- 
cause they convey unworthy ideas of the Supreme 
Being, either bounding his love or his power. Who 
can refute the unbeliever when he makes such as- 
sertions ? By what arguments can the glaring in- 
consistencies of either Calvinism or Arminianism 
be reconciled with the infinite wisdom, power, and 
goodness of God? The view which I have taken of 
the peculiar doctrines of the gospel, their connexion 
with, and subservience to the designs of Infinite 
Goodness, I think is not at all liable to the above 
objection of unbelievers; npon the ground I have 
taken, we may boldly meet the opposers of revela- 
tion, face all their arguinents, nor fear to engage in 
obviating all their objections. This is a matter of 
no small utility. 

Calvinism etrries an idea of selfishness upon the 
face of it, however generous many of its advocates 
may be. For a few men to suppose themselves the 
exclusive objects of divine love—the only persons 
for whom Christ thought it worth his while to die— 
that all the riches of divine grace are settled upon 
them for their exclusive emolument, looks much 
like a monopoly, claimed by a corporation as their 


private property. The tendency of such views of 
God and of his grace, ts to sink the public in the 
private feeling—to bury the general interest in the 


private concern—to render men indifferent to the 
happiness of others. Far different, I conceive our 
views of election to be; for we conceive our being 
chosen, and all the favours bestowed upon ns, not 
to be merely for our own emolument, but for the 
emolument of the whole creation—that God hath 
blessed us, in order to make us a blessing to others. 
Surely such a view of things must be calculated to 
stir up our minds to the greatest exertions for the 
good of others—to make us feel that our situations 
and ali our enjoyments are a trust, to be improved 
and appropriated to the general benefit. 

The Arminian system is inefficient in its practical 
tendency, for it represents the wisdom, power, and 
love of God as too weak to carry into effect all his 
benevolent designs. According thereto, he loves 
all his creatures jor a time, and contrives to bring 
about their happiness; but, meeting with continual 





— or 
opposition from them, he at length gives up, j¢;, 


his love to them die, takes no farther steps to effec; 


their happiness, leaves off to pursue their good, any 
consigns them to their fate. Can such a view < 
the divine conduct be calculated to influence thy 
Christian never to cease loving, nor to give ove 
seeking the happiness of all mankind ? 

In treating the subject of election, I have cop 
sidered God as never ceasing to Jove all his ere 
tures, but ever adopting fuich measures as are bes; 
calculated to recover them to purity and happiness 
and that he never will cease to carry on his beney¢ 
lent plans, until the whole creation be made py 
and happy. Are not these considerations calculated 
to stimulate us to the greatest possible perseverence, 
the most incessant efforts, in doing good, whatev 
opposition we may meet with—to continue to Jo 
all men, however they may act—never to be ov 
come of evil, but to overcome evil with good ? 

Now the reader has the whole of what I inten 
saying on Election before him—I submit it to } 
consideration ; and remain, 

Dear Sir, 
Your brother, and 
Fellow-labourer in the gospe 
RICHARD WRIGHT 
——a- 

From the (Bosion) Universalist Magazine 
LETTER TO THE EDITORS, 
FROM WALTER BALFOUCR, 

On the Day of Judgment.* 

Gentlemen—You have published that part of in 
Reply to Mr. Sabine, respecting the passages whiy 
speak of the day of judgment. Want of room con 
petied me to suppress a number of remarks, which | 
then had written relative to the same subject bi 
destroyed the papers, not supposing I should hay 
any further occasion for them. Now, I am unab! 
to call them all up, but shall give you such of the 
as at present occur. They will rather appear in 
disjointed state, being additional remarks, on som 
of the texts in which the above phrase is foun 
with objections considered. 

The same Greek phrase, rendered “the day 
judgment” in the New Testament, is found in the 
LXX version, Proy. vi. 31, and is rendered by ot 
translators, “the day of vengeance.” Why ough 
they not also to have rendered this phrase “the d 
of vengeance,” in all the passages where it occurs 
in the New Testament? Had this been done, whic 
uniformity in the version required, as well as tht 
context of the places, few people would have con 
cluded, that any other day of vengeance was refe: 
red to, but that which came on the Jewish nation 
This period is expressly called, Luke xxi. 22, “The 
days of vengeance, that all things which are written 
may be fulfilled.” I have also shown, in a paper on 
2 Thes. chap. ii. in the Magazine, that the apost!: 
refers to the same punishment and people, when li: 
says, verse Sth, “in flaming fire, taking vengeance on 
them that know not God, and. that obey not the gos- 
pel of our Lord Jesus Christ.” 2d. I would notice. 





* See Gos. Her. No. 12, p. 91. 














pat in 1 Joha.iv. 17, we have “the day of judg- 
ment.” In all, except this text, it is a day of judg- 
ment. But, supposing it had been the day of judg- 
ment in every text without exception, it could have 
proved nothing in favour of the common opinion. 
4m I asked why? I answer, because such a day of 
punishment had been predicted as coming on the 
Jewish nation, by their own prophets. This could 
be easily proved if it were necessary. It was natural, 
and proper therefore, to have called it the day of 
judgment, as it was an event both predicted and 
expected, just as much as to call their expected 
Messiah, the Messiah, or the Christ. This might be 
illustrated by other examples, but I forbear. Be- 
sides, this very day of judgment predicted by the 
Jewish prophets, is called “ the day of the Lord, in 
the Old Testament, and the day that was to burn as 
an oven. It is also called, “the day of the Lord,” 
ind “that day” in the New Testament. We may 
yather then be surprised, that in every instance it 
was not called “the day of judgment,” than that it 
was so called in a single instance. Besides, the 
sreatness Of the judgment or vengeance, well en- 
titled it to be called “ the day of judgment,” for it is 
called, “the great and dreadful day of the Lord.” 
Mal. iv. 5. tis rather surprising, that this day of 
temporal judgment, should be described in such 
language in the Old Testament, yet a day of general 
judgment at the consummation of all things, so 
generally believed in our day, be overlooked by the 
sacred writers. How is this fact to be accounted 
jor? And how could our Lord’s disciples under- 
stand him of such a day, it not being taught in the 
Old Testament? 3d. I shall now attempt an answer 
to some objections. The principal one was partly 
noticed, and only want of room prevented a more 
full consideration of it. Ist. Io further answer to 
the objection arising from its being said, “ It shall 
be more tolerable “for Tyre, Sidon, and other 
places,” we shall add the following remarks: 

The whole force of the objection lies in the future 
tense of the verb, “It shall be.” It is well known, 
however, and is admitted by all critics, that in 
Greek, moods and tenses of verbs are often used for 
me another. I shall adduce a few out of the many 
proofs which might be given of this. “ As the He- 
brew language hath no subjunctive mode, the in- 
dicative is often put for the subjunctive. The im- 
perilive is sometimes used for the indicative. The 
infinitive mode was used by the Hebrews for the 
verb, in any of its modes and tenses. As the He- 
brew verb hath only two tenses, the preterit and the 
future, these two, with the participles, supply the 
place of all the rest. Hence the Jews, in writing 
Greek, give to the preterit and future tenses of Greek 
verbs, all the variety of signification which these 
fenses have in the Hebrew.” See M‘Knight’s 4th 
Preliminary Essay, where he illustrates this change 
of the tenses and cites examples. Blackwell in his 
Sacred Classics, page 123, says, “The Greeks, 
though they have all the tenses and moods wanting 
in the Hebrew, and the addition of some tenses 
which even the Romans have not; yet for variety 
they change their moods and tenses in a manner as 
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bold and surprising to people, that have not com- 
pared the sacred and foreign classics, as the Hebrew 
writers themselves.” See much more in the same 
author on the change of the tenses. I shall only 
add the following from Mr. Ewing’s Greek Gram- 
nar, page 106, “As Hebrew verbs bave only two 
tenses, a past and a future, and as these are occasion- 
ally used for the present, and under certain circum- 
stances are substituted for each other, so in Helen- 
isc Greek the writers do not always avail them- 
selves of the variety of tenses in Greek verbs, but 
occasionally use the past in the sense of the present, 
or of the future; and the future in the sense of the 
present or of the past.” That the tenses of Greek 
verbs, are frequently used the ove for the other, 
there can be no doubt. That the future is used for 
the past, is expressly declared by these Greek gram- 
marians and critics, and that without any thought 
that such a declaration militated against their views 
of the passages before us, or tended to remove this 
objection against the views which I have advanced 
from them. The question may then be asked, Is 
the future tense of the Greek verb used for the past, 
in the passage where it is said, “It shall be more 
tolerable for Sodom and Gomorrah?” &c. We 
think it will be impossible to show that it is not; and 
all the circumstances and facts of the case, go to 
The chief of these have 
been stated, such as the subject on which our Lord 


show, that it is so used. 
was speaking, the scripture usage of the phrase, 
“The day of judgment ;” the people whom he ad 
dressed, and the punishments which are stoted by 
way of coutrast between Sodom and Gomorrah, and 
the men of that generation, &c. It is truce, none of 
the above critics have cited any of those passages in 
which the day of judgment occurs, as examples, that 
the future tense of the verb is used for the past. This 
would have militated against their own creed. Nor, 
do the sacred writers in any case infor us, that in 
writing they did thus change the tenses of verbs. 
No, this is learned by critics from the scope of the 
writer, the nature of the subject, and other circum- 
stances connected, together with the laws of lan- 
guage, which show that such a change is made by 
them. We have, perhaps, all the evidence which 
the nature of the case admits, that such a change of 
tense was used in these texts. This we think must 
be admitted, unless one, or other, or all of the fol- 
lowing things be proved. First, that Sodom, Go- 
morrah, Tyre, and Sidon, were not punished at all 
in me past, and were therefore to be brought up for 
punishment at a day of general judgment at the 
end of time. Or, second, that though punished in 
time past, yet they were to be brought up again for 
judgment at this period. Or, third, that itis certain, 
that such a day of general judgment was weil un- 
dersteod in our Lord’s day, and that it was also be- 
lieved, that wicked persons, yea, whole cities were 
to be judged and condemned, a second time, at this 
day of judgment. But understanding the future 
tense to be used for the past, it entirely sets aside this 
second judgment contended for from these passages, 
and which we believe are the ouly texts in the New 
Testament, which give any countenance to such a 
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doctrine. Where else is it ever intimated, that a city, 
or an individual, is to be judged a second time at a 
day of general judgment ? 

2d. But it may be objected further to my views of 
these passages ; “ Allowing them to be correct, did 
men give an account of every idle word which they 
had spoken as stated, Matt. xii. 36, at the period to 
which you have referred this day of judgment?” An- 
swer. There is certainly as much evidence that they 
did, as that they will have to do this at a day of 
general judgment at the end of this world. | have as 
good a right to assume this as true in support of my 
views, as those have, who hold the commonly re- 
ceived opinions from those passages. But as mere as- 


sumptions can never satisfy a candid inquiring mind, 
in either case, I recur to the context for an answer to 
this objection, and in conformation of my opinions. 
It is evident then, that the passage from verse 22—- 
38, is one continued discourse between our Lord and 
the Pharisees. They imputed his miracles to Beelze- 
bub, verse 24. They had not only spoken many an 
idle but wicked word against him as the Son of man, 
but they had blasphemed against the holy Spirit, by 
which his miracles had been performed, see verses 
25, 34. Continuing his discourse to them at verses 
34, 35, he says to them,—* O generation of vipers, 
how can ye, being evil, speak good things? for out 
of the abundance of the heart the mouth speaketh. 
A good man, out of the good treasure of the heart, 
bringeth forth good things: and an evil man, out of 
the evil treasure bringeth forth evil things.” It is 
immediately added, verses 36, 37, “ But I say unto 
you, that every idle word that men shall speak, they 
shall give account thereof in the day of judgment. 
For by thy words thou shalt be justified, and by thy 
words thou shalt be condemned.” It is evident then, 
that throughout the context, not only idle, but 
wicked speaking, and against the holy spirit too, is 
spoken of, and that these men our Lord addressed, 
were a generation of vipers. ‘They could not speak 
good things. Like vipers, they spoke or spit their 
poison. The poison of asps was under their lips. 
Being evil men, out of the evil treasure of their 
hearts they brought forth evil. What could be more 
pertinent or to the purpose, than what our Lord said 
to them, verses 36, 37, that they should give account 
for these wicked speeches in the day of judgment. 
But at what day of judgment was this account to be 
rendered? I answer, the same day of judgment of 
which he had spoken, Matt. x. 15, and xi. 20—25, 
and other passages which have been sufficiently no- 
ticed. What other day of judgment could it be, for 
of no other had our Lord spoken in any of his dis- 
courses? At this day they did render an account, for 
on them came all the righteous blood shed upon the 
earth. 

Sd. It may be further objected, “If your views be 
admitted, they do away all retribution or punishment 
in a future state of existence.” Answer. This does 
not certainly follow, for although the texts which 
speak of the day of judgment, are given up as proving 
the commonly received opinion of such a day of 
judgment, yet it may perhaps be proved from other 
parts of scripture. It would not fairly follow, that 
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universal salvation was false, because a Universalis: 
misapplied some texts of scripture in attempting to 
prove it. The case before us is similar. It has this 
difference however, that the texts which speak o; 
the day of judgment, but which we have shown r 
fer to the day of temporal vengeance on the Jewish 
nation, are texts which have been long considered 
as the very pillars of the doctrine of a general judy 
ment. Were it proved, that as many texts which 
formed the pillars of the doctrine of Universal 4). 
vation had been perverted, I should begin to suspec, 
the whole superstructure was a mere Babel-building 
which must soon fall of course. But if the commoy 
opinion of a day of general judgment can be fairly 
established from other texts of the Bible, or if it ca) 
be shown, that I have misunderstood these, as refer 
ring to the day of awful judgment which came op 
the Jewish nation, let it be done. We lay no claims 
to infallibilty, but are willing to listen to evidence 
produced from God’s word, on this and on all reli. 
gious subjects. The views we have given we hav 
frankly stated, and our sincere desire is, that 1! 
truth of God may clearly appear, whether our view 
be found right or wrong. 

4th. But it may be further said, “If your views 
these passages be correct, how came the doctrine o 
a day of general judgment at the end of time, to t 
believed, and how came such texts to be so strangely 
perverted in its support, if such a doctrine be not 
taught in the Bible?” Answer. I have not denice! 
but such a doctrine may be taught in the Bible. N 
I have only denied, that it is taught in such passi- 
ges, and have expressed my willingness to listen 
its proof from these or any other texts in which itis 
supposed to be taught. But on the supposition that 
it is not taught in any part of the Bible, the abor 
objection can have no force against my views, for, i! 
would have equal force against many other things 
which have been firmly believed, but are now ex- 
ploded, and in proof of which texts of scripture wer: 
adduced, but perverted from their true meaning as 
in the case before us. For example, a Roman Ca 
tholic might say to any Protestant, “ If you deny tie 
doctrine of transubstantiation and purgatory, how 
came such doctrines to be so universally believed in 
the church, by good and learned men too, and ho» 
came texts of scripture to be so strangely perverte! 
in their support, if no such doctrines are taught ir 
the Bible 2”) Whatever answer a Protestant woul: 
give to a Catholic will suit my case, and this answer 
to him, will meet his objection against my views, an 
ought to convince him, that it never ought to be 
made, unless Protestants affirm that they have ar 
rived at a perfect understanding of the scriptures, 
and that infallibility has been tranferred from the 
Pope to them. But it is allowed, that the Bible is 
the religion of Protestants. To it I have appealed. 
showing, that they have as grossly perverted texts 
of scripture in support of their doctrine of a day o! 
judgment, as any Catholic ever did in support oi 
transubstantiation or purgatory. A Protestant per- 
version of scripture has no more claim to indulgence 
than a Catholic perversion. The Catholics fought 
the Protestants with such kind of weapons but were 
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defeated. It is rather amusing, to see them betake | future ; and not frighten, by their whimsical stories, 


themselves to the Catholic weapons in defence of | t 
themselves, when the Bible is appealed to, showing 
che errors of their own creed. 

In concluding these additional remarks, I would 
merely observe, that it is not my business, to prove 
that the common ideas of a day of general judgment] t 
are wrong. It is the incumbent duty of those who 
entertain them, to prove that they are right, and are | | 
supported by scripture. I am under no more obli- 
-ation to undertake this, than I am to prove, that] t 
there is no such place as purgatory. 


he simple people in this city. 
—»>_- 
PERSECUTION FOR CONSCIENCE 
SAKE! 

Bryant vs. Tyson and others.—District Court of 
he City and County of Philadelphia. 

Tried November 14th, 1825, before Judge Hal- 
owell, and a special jury. 

A man, in this case, was offered as a witness for 
he defendant. On being interrogated by the Plain- 


All I have to | tiff’s Counsel, as to his religious belief, he declared, 


do. is to examine candidly and fairly the texts ad- | that he did not believe in a future state of rewards 
duced in proof of this day of general judgment. I] and punishments after this life, but that the only 
nave done this, or at least attempted to do it, in re- | punishment for sin was in the present state of exist- 
-ard to a few of the strongest, which have generally | ence. 


been brought forward in evidence of sucli a doc- 


The Judge, after argument, refused to admit him 


trine. This examination I have found pleasant and | to be qualified as a witness; and, among other au- 
profitable to myself, though attended with consider- | thorities, quoted in support of his opinion, the de- 
able labour. * That the reader may alse profit by it, cision of the Supreme Court of New York, as 


is the desire of yours. respectfully. W. B. 


—<g>— 
ASTONISHING CREDULITY AND 
SUPERSTITION. 


delivered by Chief Justice Spencer, from 18th 
Johnson’s Reports,’ page 98 ; Jackson vs. Gridley. 
‘Religion is a subject on which every man has a 
right to think according to the dictates of his own 


The superstitious part of the population of our understanding ; it is a solemn concern between his 
city, Were recently operated on by the report of some | conscience and his God, with which in general, no 


mischievous wag, that, at midnight, a number of 
the city watchmen had revealed to them, by angels, 
the terrible news, that the whole island of New-York 
would, with its inhabitants, on the 19th inst., be sunk 
by an earthquake! This prophecy, as it was called, 
flew, with wonderful rapidity, from one end of the 
city to the other. It was heard and talked of, we 
believe, by every man, woman, and child, (the deaf 
and dumb, and infants excepted,) in the city. It in- 
sreased, longitudinally, the visages of many; and 
numbers, whose fears incapacitated them from flee- 
ing from the scene of destruction, were confined to 
their beds, and the skill of their physicians. Family, 
after family, we are credibly informed, “ packed up 
their duds,” and, like Lot and his daughters, es- 
caped from the impending and awful calamity. Al- 
though it is difficult to treat a subject so truly lu- 
dicrous as this is, with seriousness, nevertheless, it 
has been a serious concern with the credulous and 
superstitious. It is a lamentable reflection, that in 
this enlightened age, and city, so many arrant fools 
could be found, who would be the ready and willing 
dupes to as unreasonable and ridiculous a report as 
the tongue of mischief could utter. They are 
“rewarded according to their works.” They have 
distrusted their bountiful Creator, and ran away, as 
they imagined, from His judgments. Misery, shame, 
and confusion of face, is their reward. The city 
and island of New-York continues, as usual, above 
ground ; and we venture the prediction that it will 
remain so, when these false prophets and their mise- 
rable dupes shall be under ground and forgotten. 

N.B. The next time the city watchmen find 
angels out at such unseasonable hours, they are re- 
quested to take them to the watchhouse, and oblige 
them to give bonds for their good behaviour. It is 
also enjoined on all angels who walk the streets of 


human tribunal has aright to meddle. Butin the de- 
velopement of facts, and the ascertainment of truth, 
human tribunals have a right to interfere—they are 
bound to see that no man’s rights are impaired, or 
taken away, but through the medium of testimony 
entitied to belief; and no testimony is entitled to 
credit, unless delivered under the solemnity of an 
oath or affirmation, which comes home to the con- 
science of the witness, and will create a tie arising 
from his belief, that perjury would expose him to 
punishment tn the life to come ; on this great prin- 
ciple rests all our institutions, and especially the dis- 
tribution of justice between man and man. 
Demo. Press. 
REMARKS. 

When Ambrose Spencer exercised his “ brief 
authority,” as above-mentioned, we noticed the 
event, and made, as we thought, some suitable re- 
marks on the occasion. Now, it seems, another 
man, judge Hallowell of Philadelphia, has come out 
full and plamp against Universalists, and will “ give 
no quarter” to the advocates or believers of this 
“terrible heresy.” He may be, for aught we know, 
a friend to mankind, and a sincere worshipper in 
some of the modern temples. If he is our judge, we 
are not his. If these remarks should reach him, 
and judge Spencer, we heartily hope, that, although 
they are judges, they may be benefited by them. 

It is a trite saying, that “no man ought to be the 
judge in his own case.” We must be allowed the 
privilege of conjecture, to find a motive in the de- 
cision of these learned gentlemen; who so uncere- 
moniously deprive their fellows, who, in this repub- 
lican land, are as big men as themselves, of the 
common right of freemen. The inference to be 
drawn from the statute book is a black one. Every 
man who is partially acquainted with the laws 
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must be guilty of an infamous crime, and the guilt 
must be proved in open court, to disfranchise him of 
his right to his oath, for the preservation of the life, 
limb, reputation, and property of iis fellows, or 
compeers, 

A Universalist is eligible to the office of President 
of the United States; and the present incumbent, 
Mr. John Quincy Adams, is, if we are correctly in- 
formed, so much of a Universalist as to have no ra- 
tional relish for orthodox dogmas. If such pious 
men as Messrs. Spencer and Hallowell, were al- 
lowed to choose a President for the good people of 
the United States, we must conclude they would 
reject all candidates for President, whom they would 
refuse as witnesses in their courts! The conclusion, 
then, to be derived from these premises, is just 
this,—a man will do very well for President of the 
United States of America, who is not in possession 
of sufficient moral honesty and religion to be allowed 
his oath in a common court of justice! It is true, 
that no law exists to suit these premises; only the 
good people quietly submit to the exercise of au- 
thority, without law, by Messrs. Spencer and Hal- 
lowell! 

It is a fact, that men whose honesty is so ques- 
tionable that their veracity out of court would not be 
valued at a sixpence, if they profess to be afraid of a 
future Devil, or, in other words, profess thei belief 
in a“ future state of rewards and punishments,” can 
be admitted to their oath, while good citizens, of 
sterling worth, are rejected ! 

We ask Messrs. Spencer and Hallowell, and all 
others who advocate their way of doing business, 
whether they are, in reality, so devoid of honour and 
honesty, that they would lie downright in a court of 
justice, when under oath, if they were not kept with- 
in the bounds of honesty by fear of punishment ina 
future Hell? Isa knowledge of your own depravity, 
and the restraints necessary to keep you within the 
bounds of truth, the reason why you make this a 
condition with others? Are you so ignorant of ex- 
isting motives, as to believe that fear of punishment 
alone, can induce a man totell the uth? Do you 
believe that no sense of gratitude arising from the 
experience of God’s goodness, and a knowledge of 
His benevolent purposes, can operate on the mind 
of man equally with a disposition to serve the devil, 
and a fear of punishment for being faithful in 
his service? How can a man be restrained from 
lying under oath, by fear of future punishment, in 
another world, for perjury committed in this, when 
he is taught and believes, that he can escape the fu- 
ture punishment, by a timely “evangelical repent- 
ance,” and promises himself impunity from human 
laws? Is it the magnitude, distance, and uncertainty 
of the punishment, (if the party only repent, all’s 
well!) that forces out the truth, against the will ? 

We have no wish to be wanting in respect to 
these honourable Judges ; but we do design to be as 
plain as the truth requires, and not to be wanting in 
respect to the J'ruth. If the truth will harm these 
gentlemen, or lacerate their feelings, they must bear 
it. We shall not, to use an expression of the late 

- yenerable Dr. Franklin, “ pay for heating the poker.” 


We have cherished the opinion, that if the course 
pursued by judges Spencer and Hallowell, shoulg 
become more prevalent in courts of justice, the eyjj 
will soon work a cure. An overruling Providence 
may permit Messrs. Spencer and Hallowell’s lives, 
reputations, or property, to be placed in jeopardy, 
and only Universalists be in possession of the know- 
ledge of facts, to save these gentlemen from the gal- 
lows, the state prison, or penury. In such a case. 
we question whether they would object to Univer. 
salists giving their testimony in court. We charita- 
bly hope, if such should ever be the case, that a dif. 
ferent spirit will be manifested, and that it will be 
made known to the world, that Universalists cap 
tell the truth, without being goaded and spurred on 
to it by fear of the devil; and tell it, too, when it 
shall benefit only their opposers. 

Let every man who has the interest of his fellow- 
men at heart, ask himself, whether the man who 
believes in God’s universal benevolence, and js 
grateful for that knowledge,—the man who believes 
that “the way of the transgressor is hard,” (now,) 
and that it is impossible to escape from deserved 
punishment for sin, in this world, even by repent. 
ance itself,—whether that man will not be as likely 
to tell the truth, as the man who believes in a dis- 
tant and future punishment, which may be eluded 
by a timely repentance ? 

The following is the opinion of Judge Walworth, 
as promulgated in 1824, in the court of Over and 
Terminer for Otsego county. The Columbia Re- 
publican, from which we extract it, states, that “it 
was on a trial for perjury, and the witness who was 
objected to, on account of his religious belief, was 
called on the part of the people.” See Cowan’s 
Reports, vol. 2, p. 433. 

“Waxtwortn, Circuit Judge, delivered the opin- 
ion of the Court. It is a legal presumption, that 
every person born and educated in a Christian coun- 
try, and who has arrived at years of discretion, is 
a competent witness, until the contrary is shown 
It is, therefore, incumbent on the party objecting to 
such a witness, to show by clear arfd satisfactory 
proof that he is incompetent. Without such proof 
it will not be presumed that such a witness disbe- 
lieves in the existence of a God, or in that attribute 
of Divine justice which will, sooner or later, ensure 
the punishment of the guilty. 

I apprehend the true test of the competency of a 
witness to be this, Has the oath any binding tic 
upon his conscience? Or in other words ; Does the 
witness believe in the existence of a God who will 
punish his perjury ? If he swears falsely, does he 
believe he will be punished by an overruling Pro- 
vidence, either in this world or in the world to 
come? If he does not believe in the existence of a 
God ; or if he believes in no punishment except by 
human Jaws, no obligation or tie can have any bind- 
ing force upon his conscience. But if he believes 
that he will be punished by his God, even in this 
world, if he swears falsely, there is a binding tie 
upon the conscience of the witness and he must be 
sworn ; and the strength or weakness of that tie is 





only proper to be taken into consideration in de- 
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iding upon the degree of credit Which is to be 
civen to his testimony. Itis a question as to his 
. adibility and not as to his competency. 

Iam aw are that, in the case of Gridley, the late 

Chief Justice Spencer lays down the law as clearly 
<ettled, that a witness must believe in a state of re- 
wards and punishments tn the world to come, or he 
js incompetent. If the question had been directly 
before the Court, in that case, I should consider 
this Court bound by the opinion of the Chief Jus- 
tice, as being the decision of a higher tribunal, on 
this precise question. But, in that case, the witness 
had declared his total disbelief in the existence of 
a Supreme Being. He believed in no punishment 
by an overruling Providence in this life; and he 
believed that at death he would perish with the 
brutes. There could be no binding tie upon the 
sonscience of such a witness, for he bad no con- 
science. He considered himself, and was in fact, 
10 better than a beast. 
Ch. J. Spencer which relates to punishments in 
nother World was, therefore, an obtler diclum ; and 
wholly unnecessary to the decision of the cause 
‘hen before the Court. 

I should, notwithstanding, pay great deference 
to this opinion, as coming from the pen of such an 
able jurist, was T not satisfied he had fallen into the 
same error with many English writers, in relation 
to this question. 

The foundation of all error on this subject, both 
in this country and in England, was the misreport- 
ing of the opinion of Chief Justice Willes as de- 
livered in the case of Omichund v. Barker, in Feb- 
‘uary, 1745. This case was first reported by .4- 
lyns, in 1765. In that report Ch. J. Willes is made 

ysay, ‘I am clearly of opinion that if they do not 

believe in a God or future rewards and punishinents, 
they ought not to be admitted as witnesses.’ And 
this expression as reported by Alkyns, is referred 
to by most of the English writers in relation to this 
question. But Willes, in reality, did not say any 
such thing ; but on the contrary expressly declared 
that, in his opinion, an infidel who believes a God 
id that he will reward and punish ia this world, 
hut disbelieves a future state, may be a witness. 
His opinion in Omichund v. Barker, was drawn out 
itlength by himself, and was left among his other 
Manuscript decisions; but it was not published till 
1799, more than 50 years after it was delivered, 
when Willes’ Reports were collected from the man- 
scripts of that Iearned Judge, by Mr. Charles 
Durn ord. 

In the opinion as written by himself, and cor- 
rectly reported by Durnford in Willes’ Reports, 
he says, *I am clearly of opinion that such infidels 
‘if any such there be) who either do not believe a 
God, or if they do, do not think that he will either 
reward or punish them in this world or in the next, 
cannot be witnesses in any case, nor under any 
circumstances; for this plain reason, because an 
eath cannot possibly be any tie or obligation upon 
them,’ It is somewhat remarkable that the rule of 
exclusion as laid down by Ch. J. Spencer in Grid- 
ley’s case, is the very language of Willes, except the 
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in the 
next,’ and sustituting therefor, ‘in the world to 
come.’ To show that if there is any tie upon the 
conscience of the witness his infidelity goes to his 
credit, and not to his competency. In another part 
of } iS opinion Ch. J. Willes says,‘ Suppose an infi 
del who believes a God and that he will reward o1 
punish him in this world, but does not believe a 
future state, be examined on oath, as J think he 
may; and on the other side to contradict him a 
christian is examined, who believes a future state 
and that he will be punished in the next world as 
well as this, if he does not swear to the truth; 1} 
credit ought not to be given to 
christian, because he is plainh 
an obligation.’ 


thook that the same 
the infidel as to the 
not under so strong 
Such I understand to be the common law of 
Snealand as it existed at the time of our revolution: 
and which, by the consiitation, is made the law of 
And this is not a hasty opinion formed 
during the trial of this cause, but from having ex- 
In this opinion I 


this state. 


amined the subject heretofore. 
believe also | am supported by most if not all of the 
Circuit Judges. 

There is nothing, in the case before the Court, 
to show that the creed of this witness is materially 
variant from that of a considerable class of the Uni- 
versalians, who belicve in the existence of a God, 
in the authenticity of the seriptures, and in the 
divinity of a Saviour, but deny that there is any 
Until 


are bound to presume he 


punishment for the wicked after this life. 
the contrary is shown, we 
believes in the existence of a God, whe will punish 
the wicked in this life. 
of the subject, this would render him a competent 


In the view [ have taken 


witness; and as I have before observed, if his creed 
is any worse than this it is incumbent on the defend + 
ant to show that fact. And however much I may 
regret the existence of a creed which may jeopard 
ize the future happiness of its possessor, the rules 
of law and rights of conscience nminst not be in- 
fringed. The witness must therefore be sworn, and 
the jury are the proper judges of his credibility.” 
a << — 
DEDICATION, 

The Universalist Chapel, in Providence, (R. L) 
erected on the site of the former house which was 
destroyed by fire, was dedicated to the service of 
“the God of the whole earth,’ on Thursday, De- 
cember 29th, 1825. The “ ministers of the doctrine 
of reconciliation” who attended, and assisted in the 
services during the day, were so “ bespatlered with 
titles,” that we cannot, with any thing like a good 
conscience, publish the account of the exercises. 
Suffice it to say, we learn from the Providence 
Christian Telescope, that the gentlemen who offici- 
ated on that occasion, were all superior to Christ’s 
apostles and disciples; each of them being dignified 
with a title which the humble servants of Jesus 
Christ never deserved nor arrogated. O mores! 

—_— ee 
AN OMEN OF GOOD. 

The Genesee Branch Association convened at 

Parma, on the last Wednesday in September, 
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Voted “to disapprove of all titles, but those which 
the Scriptures apply to Christ’s first disciples.” 

It would be a glorious consummation of a good 
beginning, if all the Universalist Associations 
should pass a similar resolution, and follow it up 
with a determination to oppose every attempt to 
encourage the present proud and irreligious prac- 
tice of would-be dignified clergymen. If spiritual 
pride is not excluded from the Associations of Uni- 


versalists, and discountenanced by the members of 


the Associations, individually, setting aside the 
name, the time will come, when there will be no 
choice between the corruption of orthodoxy and 
If pride can be tolerated, and advo- 


Universalism. 
cated, too, as a christian expedient, the professing 


Church of Christ will appear more like a spotted 
and wrinkled hag, than “a chaste virgin” offered to 
Christ. 
 — 
FOR THE GOSPEL HERALD. 
ALL THE WORLD IS SEEKING COMFORT ; 
Here itis!!! 
Ye knowing and discerning few 
One question I will state to you, 
On which depends the fate of all 
The human race since Adam’s fall. 
To answer which by scripture right 
Requies the aid of heavenly light, 
None but the great discerning mind 
Can the true answer to it find. 
Ye sons of reason, if you will, 
Now try the utmost of your skill, 
The answer to investigate 
Unto the question first in state ; 
To wit, If Adam knowingly, 
And consequently actually, 
Did sinfully shipwreck his faith 
And thereby bring upon him death ; 
And if God uncondition’ly 
From actual sin set Adam free, 
Through the sore death of his dear Son, 
And reinstated him again ; 
And if God no respect at all 
Doth show to any human soul, 
More than he shows to ev’ry oue 
Of all the fallen race of man; 
Then why should not the God of grace, 
By the saine plan, save all the race 
Of fallen man from actual sin, 
And fit their souls for heaven again ? 
For if the God of glory can, 
By an unconditional plan, 
Save from actual sin one soul, 
By the same plan, why not save all ? 
For my part I no reason find, 
Why God should not save all mankind ; 
By the same plan as he sav’d one, 
For He’s the Father of all men. 
If any mana cause can show 
Why God should not save all men so, 
He will do more, I think, than can 
Be done by any mortal man. 
If Adam a free agent was, 
He understood God's holy laws, 
He had sufficient light to know 
Just what he should, and should not do: 
As well as any of his kind, 
From which no reason I can find 
Why Adam and his fallen stock 
Should not be saved all alike. 
If by the serpent, Adam was 
Tempted to break God’s holy laws, 


And if to sin he too was prone, 

Just so was ev'ry soul of man. 

And if by one sin Adam fell, 

So all may fall by the same rule ; 
And if he knowingly did sin, 

Just so do all the race of men. 

And if by one sin, Adam lost 

His sinless state, with shame was curs’d, 
So by one sin, may every man 

Be lost and curs’d once and again. 
And if we have an advocate 

Our guilty souls to reinstate, 

And if too we have power tree 

To stand or fall, just so had he. 

And if God was, and is, and will 

Be evermore unchangeable, 

Then why is not his plan and power 
The very same tor evermore ? 

If so, has he not power then, 

By the same plan, to save all men ? 
Or has he chang’d his plan and will, 
Or has he lost his powerful skill ? 

O no, his plan and power ’s the same, 
Because there is none other Name 
Sut Jesus’s, whereby any man 

E’er was, or can be saved from sin. 

But through Christ’s death, ali Adam’s race 

Are equal sharers of his grace ; 

For as in Adam all were curs’d, 

“ E’en so in Christ shall all be blest.” 

Thus has Saint Paul God’s plan express’a 

“Asin Adam, e’en so in Christ,” 

By which Paul shew God’s equal plan 

By which he saves the race of man. 

From all which I no reason find, 
And none I think can be assign’d, 

Why God should any diffrence make 

Between the first man and his race. 

To this the scriptures record bear, 

And certainly to us declare, 

* That God eternal life hath given 

To us, in Christ, reserv’d in heaven.” 

And we believe his record true, 

And that we should obey him too, 
Not as a means to get to heaven 

For God hath that already given. 

But the true and glorious cause 

Why we obey God’s holy laws, 

Is that his unbounded grace 

“ Both sanctifies and saves our race.” 

Because he gave his only Son 

To die for ev’ry soul of man; 

And we believe it to be true 

Because his gospel tells us so. 

This debt of love we owe to God 

Through Christ, who spilt for us his blooc ; 

Wherefore, his love our spirits move 

To love and serve the God of love. 

We love him ‘cause he first loved us, 

And sav’d us from our sinful curse : 

And washed us in his own blood, 

And sealed us the sons of God. 

To whom be given praise and love 
By all the blood-wash’d saints above. 
And all mankind below the sun, 

Both now and evermore, Amen. 


P. S. Another reason I will show, 

Is that our comfort here below, 

Depends upon our doing well 

To save us from an earthly Hell! M. 
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